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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

Claims 1 - 12, 15, and 22 - 24 are in the application. 
Claim Rejections Under 35 USC S 102 

The Examiner has asserted that the present invention is anticipated by the disclosure of US 
Patent No. 6,249,252 (Dupray). 

For the sake of brevity, applicant hereby incorporates by reference the remarks made in the 
prior Amendment D, supplemented as follows. 

Simply put, Dupray discloses a system where a user such as a trucking company can 
request the system to provide a location estimate of a target, such as a particular truck. 

The invention of claim 1 relates to a system where a querying user of a computer submits 
criteria, including a locality name, to the system, and the system returns (depending on the 
submitted locality name) probability-based, refined information that is provided to the querying 1 
user. 

Amended Claim 1 is reproduced here with added paragraph lettering to facilitate 
discussion: 

1. (currently amended) A method of determining a likely geographical location for which 
a querying user of a computer desires further information based on submitted criteria comprising 
the steps of: 

(a) the querying user submitting criteria in the form of text, including submitting a locality 

name; 

(b) identifying from the criteria the submitted locality name, including separating the text 
criteria that is not a locality name from text criteria that is a locality name; 

(c) returning, using a processor and in dependence on the submitted locality name, a 
probability of the submitted locality name being associated with a geographical location; and 

(d) providing information to the querying user based upon the returned probability, 
wherein the provided information comprises search results that are refined in a manner 
corresponding to the returned probability so that the querying user may select from the refined 
search results information relating to a geographical location. 



1 Applicant in this amendment has added the "querying" term to highlight the notion that the user 
submitting the criteria is the same user who receives the provided information. 
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In rejecting claim 1 as anticipated, the Examiner identifies two separate portions of the 
Dupray reference. One portion (col. 27, lines 1 - 67) describes how a location center 142 that is 
operable with wireless telecommunications infrastructures computes location estimates for 
wireless mobile stations, referred to as a "target MS." 

The system described there receives and processes wireless communications between the 
(movable) target MS and standard cellular system base stations 122 A - 122D. 

After the MS location estimates are calculated, the estimates are made available to 
requesting applications (Col. 27, lines 49 - 52) that may be, for example, accessed by a trucking 
company that is interested in the location of a particular truck (a target MS). 

The second portion of Dupray identified in the office action as disclosing paragraph (a) of 
claim 1 is column 46, lines 47 - 67 of that reference. That portion comprises the last one of a list 
of functions carried out by a location control subsystem 1350 that allows applications to have 
access to the calculated location estimates of interest to them (such as the location estimate of the 
truck mentioned in the prior paragraph). 

Paragraph (a) of amended claim 1 calls for a querying user submitting criteria including a 
locality name. In the final office action (page 2, paragraph 2, lines 9, 13 - 14) the Examiner 
equates the Dupray cellular base stations 122A - 122D with the claimed "locality name." This is 
an unreasonable broad reading of "locality name" and not at all consistent with Applicant's 
specification (MPEP § 21 1 1). For that reason alone, the rejection should be withdrawn. 

No entity in Dupray is identifiable as the claimed querying user submitting criteria that 
includes cellular base station data (assuming, for argument purposes only, the base station data 
might be considered a "locality name"). The target MS communication with the various base 
stations 122A - 122D is received and processed. However, this cell phone "submission" cannot 
be reasonably characterized as submitting "criteria in the form of text" as the claim requires. 2 

In any event, the querying user that submits the locality name criteria in claim 1 , paragraph 
(a), is clearly, and not surprisingly, the same querying user to whom is provided the information as 
specified in paragraph (d) in claim 1 . However, in addressing paragraph (d) of claim 1 , the office 
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action apparently identifies in Dupray the requester of location estimates (the trucking company) 
as the user to whom this information is supplied. It is inarguable that Dupray 's paragraph (d)-user 
(the trucking company) cannot be the same as Dupray 's paragraph (a)-user since the latter user is 
charged in paragraph (a) of the claim with submitting criteria including a locality name, which the 
office action identifies as base station information 122A - 122D relating to the cellular 
communication used by the target truck MS. The Examiner-identified requester, the trucking 
company, does not submit base station information 122A - 122D. Thus, the Dupray reference 
fails to disclose the querying user and related steps specifically recited in amended claim 1 

Amended claim 1 makes it clear that the querying user submitting the criteria is the (same) 
querying user that receives the information provided by the system. Accordingly, independent 
claim 1 and the claims depending therefrom are not anticipated by the truck locator system of 
Dupray and are thus allowable. 

Claim 23 has been amended here to replace two instances of the indefinite article "a" 
with "the" to thus clarify the term "user" in that claim. Accordingly, amended claim 23 is 
allowable for the reasons set forth above in connection with claim 1 . 

Moreover, the final office action does not identify where in Dupray there is disclosed the 
"computer network address that is an IP address," which is recited in several places in claim 23. 
Accordingly, claim 23 is not anticipated by Dupray because that reference clearly fails to 
disclose all of the claimed elements. 

New claim 24 points out that the information provided to the user of the claim 23 method 
is a list of internet sites, which is one embodiment of the method (as described in the application 
as filed on, for example page 4, lines 13-22) that is not at all contemplated by the truck locator 
system of Dupray. 

Conclusion 

In view of the foregoing, applicant believes that all of the currently pending claims are in 
condition for allowance, and an early notification to that effect is respectfully requested. If the 



2 It may be helpful here to point out that one embodiment of the current claimed invention provides useful 
results (Hotels in Paris, France) to someone submitting criteria such as "hotels, Paris." This is not at all 
related to precisely locating a mobile station, which is the subject of Dupray. 
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Examiner has any questions, he is invited to contact applicant's attorney at the below- listed 
telephone number. 

Respectfully submitted: Hancock Hughey LLP 

/pwh #31,169/ Patrick W. Hughey 

Registration No. 31,169; Tel. No. (503) 274-5455 
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